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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript offers timely evidence on the relationship between green accounting and financial performance in the often-overlooked Nigerian manufacturing sector. It breaks green accounting into specific, measurable parts: waste management and pollution control. This approach avoids the oversimplification of treating it as a single concept. The use of strong econometric methods like GMM to tackle endogeneity adds rigor to a field that usually relies on simpler cross-sectional designs. The results provide useful insights for policymakers, corporate managers, and investors in emerging economies as they try to balance environmental sustainability with financial health.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and reflects the main variables and context of the study. It is clear, brief, and helpful for potential readers.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract covers the main points well but needs a small revision. It clearly states the problem, objectives, methodology, and key findings. However, the sentence, "Conversely, environmental pollution control practice shows a negative but statistically insignificant relationship..." can be confusing. This is because the results for investment in pollution control (PCE, CEPC) presented later in the paper are both positive and significant. The abstract should clarify that it is the penalty variables, not the pollution control investments, that show a negative relationship. A brief mention of the theoretical contribution, such as supporting the Resource-Based View, would also improve it.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the scientific approach is generally correct and solid. The study uses a clear theoretical framework called the Resource-Based View and follows a strict methodology. It uses panel data, several estimation techniques such as OLS, FE, RE, FGLS, and GMM, along with a complete set of diagnostic tests including Hausman, unit root, heteroskedasticity, and autocorrelation. This shows a strong grasp of research methods. The discussion connects the findings back to both the literature and the theoretical framework.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references provided are sufficient, relevant, and up-to-date. The authors have performed a good job of citing very recent literature (2022-2024) as well as the basic theoretical literature (Barney, 1991). This shows their command of the current state of the field
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language used is generally acceptable and easy to read. However, there are some grammatical and terminological issues in the text. For instance, there are some grammatical and terminological issues in the text. For example, the text uses 'environmental practice' and 'environmental disclosure' interchangeably but could be clearer in its use. It would be best to have it copy-edited to meet acceptable standards in academic communication. For instance, the sentence 'In real sense, however, the effectiveness...' could be rephrased.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Clarity on Variables: In the model specification of the methodology, six independent variables are identified (WME, CIWTF, FPWM, PCE, CEPC, ERP). However, in the conceptual framework of Figure 1, only two variables are identified: EWDD and EPCD. A better connection could be made on how these six variables relate to the two constructs. This connection is clearly identified in Table 1 but could be better explained in the text of Section 3. 

2. Population and Sample: In the methodology, the population size is identified as 65 firms. However, only 10 firms were used. Although purposive sampling was employed, the limitations of the sample size, particularly with only 10 firms or 150 firm-years, should have been identified in the limitations. 3.  Discussion of Mixed Findings: The discussion section provides a good contrast between the positive impact of investments in pollution control and the negative impact of penalties. However, a brief discussion on how being "proactive" in terms of investments provides a financial advantage, while being "reactive" in terms of penalties ruins a company financially, could have been included. This is a good support for the RBV theory.
The study appears to be well-conceived and methodologically sound, making a significant contribution to the body of knowledge in green accounting and financial performance in the emerging economy of Nigeria.

The main suggestions for improvement are:

The paper would benefit from a Minor Revision. The authors should:

1. Refine the abstract to better reflect the results (positive for investment and negative for penalty).

2. Clarify the relationship between the conceptual framework and the empirical model.

3. Undertake a copy-edit to correct grammatical errors and improve the overall flow and clarity of the text.

4. Add a paragraph in the conclusion or discussion section to highlight the limitation in sample size.

The paper would then be in excellent shape for publication after addressing the minor issues identified above.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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